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FIGURE 9 




FIGURE 10 



DNA composition vs IC50 (KOS) 
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REP 1001 vs HSV-2 
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Oligo size versus IC50 (HSV-2) 
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FIGURE 18 



Oligosizevs!C50 (CMV) 




oligo size (base pairs) 



FIGURE 19 




120 -i 
100 
« 80 -I 
60 

to 

a? 40 
20 ^ 
0 



REP 2004 vs MT4 lymphocytes 




-2-10 1 
log [drug] (uM) 



REP 2006 vs MT4 lymphocytes 



140 - 
120- 
100 

80 

60 

40 

20 
0 




-3 -2 -1 0 

log [drug] (uM) 
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Oligo size vs IC50 (HIV) 
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REP 2006 vs COX B2 
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Bait size versus bait polarization (HSV-1) 
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Oligo competitor size vs bait competition (HSV-1) 
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Bait size vs p24 binding 
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Cellular Uptake of REP 2004-FL 
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